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FEDERGL FACILITY AGREEMENT MEETING 
BETWEEN 

MCB, CGMF' LEJEUNE; LGNTNGVFGCENGCOM; EPG; STGTE 1SF NC 

1. Meeting began WKK~, Thuirsday, 25 May 198$. Those in 
attendance were: 

Sheila Ashtan, Code XIX?, LRtNTDIV 
Ltcu1 J. Wellington, Deputy SJA, MCE, CamLej 
Capt. S. i-tinkle, Attorney, SJG, MCE, CamLej 
Stephen Gnderstrtn, Office a+ Caunzxzl, LGNTDIV 
Mickey Hartnett, Waste Mgt Biv, EF'G, A~tgion IV 
Mary Curnane-Johnson, tiff. of Reg. Ccx..~nzel, EPA, F?eg IV 
Victor Weeks q 
Bob Al exande; 9 

Waste Mgt Div, EPA, Regian IV 
Environmental Engineer ‘i MCB, Cam/-e-j 

to1 and i-aymond ) Groundwater Section, NC Div ctf Env Mgmt 
Jerry Rhodes, TC Hazardrxts Waste Branch 
Jar k But1 er s NC Super-fund Branch 
Nancy Scatt) NC Gttarney General Office 
Julian Wctaten, IDirectar, NfirEGtlS, MCB, ~amtej 

3 LGNTDIV opened the meeting with a review of the 26 April 1989 
iLr;ting specifically stating that the primary purpcee ad the 

*c4 meeting was tr_, review areas af concern regarding EfG's propnsed 
FFG <revised vet-f;ian) dated 1b May 3989. LGNTDIV als~7 reiterated 
that the FFG will require review and approval through the chain 
nf ccrmmand far b&h the Navy and Marine Carps far final signature 
by the Assistant Secrekary af the Navy fS & L). 

7 .,.z. D EPA explained that the term "interim remedial action" will 
becnme obsolete with the new NCF' and that the terms "remcJva1 
action" or "remedial action" wi 11 have ta ba used. Qne passi bl e 
new term may be "remedial actions at operable units." It war; 
agreed that a current definition of terms would be developed and 
that the FFG could be amended later to reflect future changes in 
the NCP. EPA will inquire from their WB regarding the current 
use af the term "interim remedial action." 

4. EPA requested that a glosjsary o-F acronyms be prepared as an 
appendix tc! the FFA. L.GNTDIV and MCI3 were in agreement and will 
pravide a preliminary glossary in the counter-propcxzal, 

5. The State representatives arrived and the discussions were 
facused c3n the handout provided by MCE. Page numbers carrespond 
to EPA's FFG dated lb May 1989 and undersccx-ed statements or 
questiona refer- to the attached list of dizxur;sian tapics, 

:- 
6. Il_esl_s_r_EP4L~,e~~~~~~~-~~-~~~~~~~ EF’A and the State 
concur in the site boundary being designated as the Camp Le?_ieune- 
MCAS New River (MCB - MCGS) Cnmplex to include all existing 
federal property, areas, sites;, facilities, and activities 
managed by the Marine Carps;. EPA will recommend ta their HQ that 
the final. NPL. listing be worded as such. 
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0. iCclnt.) LANTDIV/MCB participants agreed with this position 
and wi 11 seeb:: concurrenre through the chain of command. 

7. MCB discussed the nature of the “parallel” operatianal 
ccsmimand structure at MCI3 and MCAS and the fact that the 
Commanding General, Marine Corps Base, Camp Lejecine is tha 
“owner ” of all real property for- both areas. Real property 
inrarpcx-ates bctildingrj, structures, utilitiesi, improved and 
un i mproved grounds ., This ownership includes respansibifity Sot” 
the maintenance and condition of real property and respanses ta 
relezas?!s to the environment for both areas. The Commanding 
Officer, Marine Carps Air Station, New River maintains 
aperational control over the activities housed in MCAS 
facilities. The most important activity ta be considered in the 
FFA pracess is the handling of hazardous material/waste which is 
generated (under separate EPA ID number) by military units under 
CQ, MCAS control tl 

8. Pg. 1 - FFA will reflect DEtpartmsnt of the Navy <not Plarine 
Corps) and will include cites <and, where appropriate, cite 
editions1 frsllowing each regulatory reference. 

9R It WC73 agreed by all parties that LANTDIV/MCB wcsuld issue a 
complete FFEf as a counter-proposal and that future changes could 
be made tu the LANTDIV/MCB document a6 negotiated among the 
Parties. 

1 0 I) 2,-Pg. b - Why RAP singled out a _-_.____.__ __I______ ~-9nferE~~Ble,aee~nd~~~ The -“.-----“.-- 
Parties agreed to drop the requirement for the RAF to be an 
enforceable part of the FFA. 

11. The roles af “Fr-Cfject Manager” were dizxussed and it was 
agreed that future definitions would clarify the differing 
responsibilities between LANTDIV/MCB, EPA, and the State 
agencies. 

1 3 -7 -"--- Fq &- "Siqnificant new site condition" 5.. -................ "..".__ LANTrJIV/MCB --.....-.....-"...----."..--......""~----------."- 
wi;l include definition from Robins Agreement. 

13. 4-_rgl_Z_=_"cnnzt~t~~~~~.~ The State clarified the 
regulatory significance of this; term and LANTDIV/MCB will retain 
in future propacal (91 m 

14. Fg. 8 - "fiemedial/Carrective Action” The Parties discuscxd 
the RCRA/CERGLA integratian aspects of the FFA and agreed that 
the FFA would cover all remedial and corrective actions (long- 
term investigation/cleanup) but not short-term emergency 
responses such a% new spi 11s. LANTDIV/MCB wi 11 provide 
terminalogy to this ef feet in the counter-praposal = 
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25. 5 Pq -.!!“-- 1 c-1 - “Accelerated” no 1 #nger aegrg@r~are_~_Ie~_an~ .%..“.-&.---- -..“.--..... --- -.........,..- -1---- ---- 
Final should be used .-......----...“---..“.,------.--A!- EF'A will pr#vide new definitian to use 
that will be r#nsistent with the new NCP which L~%X the terms 
“remavals” and “remedial acti#ns” and n# 1 #nqer includes the 
terms “accelerated” #r "interim remedial actians;.” 

1.5. 6. Pq 17 --....- - Clarificatian of CEKCLA/KCRA review gracess. 1,-=--,,,,,,-1-------------1---------------~-- ----^_-- 
LANTDIV/MCB will provide revised wclrding for this secti#n. 

17. 7. Pq 13 - Why-E&ndjngs of Fact and Determinations sc?ctignz ---..... f---z..----- -.".......--"...---"-.- .,.......... -------..."- .."..."...... . . . ..--..."-".-..."- 
MCI3 emphasized the importance af keeping the FFA a pracedural 
dacument and the lack af inf#rmati#n similar t# the Rabin% 
situation that wacrld allow a detailed section to be devel#ped far 
the MCB sites. EPA felt that the inf#rmati#n was impartant t# 
keep in the FFA to pr#vide backgr#und infarmatian to the public 
that may be reviewing the FFA. It was agreed that a "preamble" 
would be developed in similar fcrrmat to the Robins; Sectictn to 
accampany the FFA. LANTDIV/MCB will pravide a draft “preamble” 
in the Gaunter-pr#p#sal i/ 

2s. iL-es 15 - Wh=st does EF’A intend gn_e~t,~nrn_"~cne~":~ .!!..,“.“--- . . ..._.“.. %..--- .-...............w -----...---- EF’A 
wants t# see a description #f the major steps, (such as "C#nduct 
Remedial Investigati#n") but is unsure af the legal basis far 
this sectian. LANTDIV/MCB wi 11 address this in the counter- 
pr#p#sal= 

14. Pg. 11 - The State questiancd the phrase “be deemed t#‘! 
which will be deleted in the raunter-propasal. 

2.w I( 9 Pg -.!!..-- ,-~~-~-@~y is draft final left out? -----....."."------..-.....---------- Typ#graphi ccal. 
errar that will be corrected in the c#unter-praposal D 

21 I( Pg. 18 - EPA stated that this list shauld reflect the list 
af primary dacuments an pg- 52. 

CIC) ,L..L2L. Pg. 19 - It was agreed that the thirty (3131 days coc~lc3 be 
changed to “nat 1 ess than quarterly #r an call I ” 

25. pgs. 21, 22 and 23 .- Review peri#d was felt by all Parties 
t# be unrealistic and that sis:ty i&O! days wclctld be hotter,. 

24 1 ii &ii -G.-P-- 
dekzrigtian 

25 - What d#e=. “ti gnefFcan~“_m~an-__4h~~-gg-~~~~~--~~ .%.---------“...--“...-.z---- 
."",-=t--.".. vice a fist #f secandary d#ruments -“--- _....._. - ___-_.....“.. - l__..._.........l - . . . .._-_ . . ...“...- l___............. 2 It was agreed to 
use the Robins definitian #f "significant" and that EF’A would 
provide a list #f primary/secondary dacuments;. 
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Ot;ler 
I.1 Pg --.t!"‘...- 38 - Er#ach issue that CG daes nat administer., P"".z!z-...e".s,- "".."w."".e.....e""...."..."1~.....".v-....."."".-."" ---- - _."‘.-.....I_....."..........." . . ..__...._... "....."_..." 

izfi;sues are left ta in-hcJuse res31utic3n ~~~~~---~~~-----~~~------ !Wc&z.iakc....frna ---- .."..~......".........."..........___....._"."..." ~~.~.,.., 
14 days -.....-......... to 7 days and add extra zxsntence? -“...- . . . . . . “^- .I_.....“...... ~~~-~-~----~~~-~“---- All agreed tct uze the 
term “Commanding General or his designee” and that time periods 
for dispute resulutian wcxtld reflect the DOD-EPA made1 q 

26. 13 Pq -L"-, 71 - YJJ - Is their intent tct r~3ver anly-m$Qpr .!L."..5-"..-.".."et...Ld. _I_-_-"... -..".-- . .._-.....-.........- ---rZ......"..-----.".. 
mudi f i cat i ens? -“-..-.^--““--“------ tANTDIV/MCE will provide revised warding for this 
sectinn as well as the wording on extent of modifications to be 
perfarmed by the project manager from Section XVII. 

27 f( 13 F’q x4 - Why permit clause? ,.-.z.-.- I-c------. Get their idea af ~~~~~~.....~~~~~~~~.....~ . . . . ..".."........-- -,--" --"........ ----- p_xse:m&& 
grocess. Which ones da we need3 What is "ather authariz:a&&zn~~ ____” -“....“..-.“..“..~1..‘..1.......””.”.”..-.‘...”“........,-” _.‘..._.l...“......... Are.““- .__-..,.“..--..” ---..~-l.....---.““----- 
EPA identified Corps of Engineers permits that may be required 
far roads ar fill aperatians purzxlant to actians required by the 
FFA. “Clther authorizations" may include such things as Coastal 
Consistency Detcs-minations. 

28 II 14 Pq -VI --"-- - What does "eresent" mean? .P,'--,,---- . . . ..--...- ----- Individual ar -~.----~~~~---~~~-----.~....~.."....-~~ 
i ndi vi dual 5” ._*.------ -...,..". --i The parties agreed that "present" ccx.~ld be changed 
ta “available” and that one or more percx~ns ccx~ld be used ias lrtng 
as the expertise is available. 

29. 15 Fg 41 --z!..."."... - Who dn ther_h~ve_8n_rnind_~s-~~~~g.-g~~~-g~-~~~~~~ *------"."l.------"".l 
!2mEx!ittY2 The State stressed the importance of having 
representation from enviranmental interests in the local area 
involved in the prcxess. EF’A E;tres;E;ed the ‘Ltechnical“ nature of 
the TRC and that the existing gruup was. sufficient for this 
purpaEie. The Far-ties agreed ta use the esisting Technical Review 
Cammittee established for- MCB. 

50. ii5 F'g 43 .“.-.!!“-- - Can WC aubstitutg-@ayy BA./BC z-“...z!z . . . .._......_ . . . ..---- ‘....-,... -...------ and if we qa with -----.....--......... a..---.-----.------ 
EPA ..:--I doe= it include chanqc??? ----.z,,..“.--...-...“-------.....- EPA stated that the Navy INETESA) 
and EPA are currently loo1::ing at the two systems ta establish 
equivalency and that this issue should be held far a future date. 

31 I 17 Pg 4.3 - We want any_e~rtr_~eFns.-~b~e-~9-~~9~~~~ .““.-rt-- L~~~-~~~~~------- 
same1 er; "recurd~ *' -.....- Clarify Is this anlx the Administrative .L--.!?“-.+“..~“....“+-.“..- ,,---.“~-..“...“.,L-----.“-------.-- --...w----...“.-...“.----- . . . . . ..“........- 
F?g~g~-~ The Parties agreed to use “any Party” in this. sacztion 
and the “recr3rds” should be limited to the Administrative Record, 

-7’3 
4.6.. x 

JJL.-rg 
45 - Where did this sectian come from reg~ydf~~g,-~h_e L,---.......“-.-,-...m.....s..“.”------”..s...--.“m----.-----.....-----.--- 

&gkLn,g c3f non-Marine Car~~-~~pQey$~~ ,-.I ̂ ._._ -...“--.....-...“.-“-----~ EPA stressed the importance 
af insuring continuity crf off--Site activities regardless WF 
ownership of that property. LANTDIV/MCB wi 11 prapase revirzx?d 
wording for this sectian. 
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4 %.,’ *  19. Fq 4b _-__-. - Why have they deleted clause where they I:EPAf I .."......ll.....-.-.." -..".- ___."............ . . ..-- ------ ."..-..... -------l.~-.....-."~ "_I" -I.- . . 
will a5si=t in access? ..--_. "--"..z---~-~,,,-------- All Parties agreed ta return the cx-iginal 
clauss in the counter-praprosal jl 

34. ~~;,eg,=,4Z_=_Br~ng,~e-~~-~-~e~~~~n thnf_s~ygar_reytew_ks 
unilateral .-,-.--.".,,e...-2L L.ANTDIV/MCE will revise sectian to state that the 
Marina Carps will take the lead with regard to the S-year review, 

“t??yr .-.%.I I( “1 ~-.z!..-- Fq 48 2.. __-_- -- -_--...... -..“.-..._- -_-- “..“.,“..-------.-.” ” - Last clause af crther claims . -z-ahst,dnea"...EPB 
mean? .---_.I-_ All Parties agreed ta delete this claus.+e. 

36. 

3- 

LA= ~s;~48~~,~~ -.....--- Why delete EPA/State covenants; n#t to E~LW~ 
__. . . .a - -  .  .  .  . . _ .m . . ___ . . . .  -  -___.w.. - - - -  _ I -__. . . ._ .  -  - 1 . . . _ - - . . . . . _ . .  : ^ I .  

LANTDIV/MCB will include original soctisns in counter-.propcxsal. 
The State will provide revised warding far Section XXV on State's 
Reservation af Rights. 

37. 23 et ,....z!..-- 52 - 1% this tyen-te,ggc&?Qg,eage 52? Na - pages 53 .!!..'..".--- _-.."-....-l- ---- ----- 
and beyond shwuld be renumbered. 

38, JJJJ,rg 2 55 - NC&E! that we will go back to bailer@ea&g P __-- - ~~~.~~~~~~~~~~~~ - ---- .-.*"...".--A -..".-..... -.----- 
amitting "State." --.----- .-.........m----- All Parties; agreed ta remc)vt? referencres ta 
State's ability to imposje stipulated penalties. 

39. 25 Fg,_~z_=.-What_dB_rhey.-~~~~-~y-~-~~~~y~~~~~~~ --.!!"-- EPA intends 
to retain this wording in arder to retain the br-r)adest 
application tff JJERA funding. 

40 (i 26, Fg (t74 - F'art C ----- Hhy-&nykgng RCRA--~H.?~~~..--~~~J~~~ .!L----"".-----."""."I---- . . . ..w-.....-- 
p3~3&~~~atian section? . . ..------."..------ All Parties agreed ta change the term in 
paragraph C dram "RCRA permits" to "as appropriate" or "as 
required by law." 

41* ~Z,-~=‘q 65-66 - What is EFA's intent in Public Comment .z.,..."- "............~_.....~~."" --.-.........------.-..".------.-..------------".~---"." 
sxxztjc3n~ . . . ..A-"....A . withdrawal/modification) . . . "L -.--- .!!..".C~- . .."."......"...- ---....~-----l."..-----.-""-l ci e All Farties agreed to 
use the wording from the Robins Agreement for this %&ctian and 
that circulation prior tct signature wattld be preferred tu keep 
the Fat-ties in negotiation vice requiring dispute resolution for 
changes due tu public comment. 

42, ~8-_rsl_SZ_~_P~rt_~_~-~~~~~i~ an "article af decisirsn,." EPA ..----~~--~~~~-~----~~~..."----.~~ 
will provide clarification of this term to i-ANTDIV/MCE to use in 
the counter-proposal. 

43. 29 Fq ,-.!!"-- ts7-69 - Recovery-gf3E~3enses P-..--..."------.----"--" - Ask NC whether they ---.-..----.-....."........-".~---.....-....."."-."".---- 
have problem with Rabin% r;tructure. Ask them if they are aware -_-_- -- "..ll....l.l-l.l-.." -- --......- ~"~--~~~------------~____I_____ ---.....-.-.....-......... 
uf DODSMOA - . ..-.....--..... --....,-2.. State will review warding of Robins Agreement tc! see 
if it is adequate to meet their needs until the DtDSMOA is signed 
between DOD and NC. 
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44. 70 Pg k-;z!"-- -,49,~-A~~-5e~,tn,EL~~~~~-~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ Tha Parties 
agreed that LANTBIU/MCB will provide revised warding with regard 
to termination o? actians at the Site and that the termination ad 
the FFA will be handled a-s a future madificatian to the 
Agreem633t. 

4.5. LANTDIU/MCE will provide the camplete counter-proposal to 
bath EF’A and the State no later than 11 July 1989. The next 
mc;et i ng , which will. for-mally kick-off the negotiation PTCICE?SS, 
will be held in Raleigh on 25 July 1984 Cwi th poc,%ibie ex tg?nsion 
to the 26th) begining at O900. The State will notify the c&hex 
Farties as tcz the precise meeting Xncatiun. All Parties agreed 
tu shacst far a thirty iXif--day cycle between meetings. 

,- 



1. Pg. 8 .“....... EF’A ’ 5 posi ti un ab “site” 

3 La Pg. & --. bJhy RAP 51 ng 1 ed uut a~~ enforceable appex-idix? 

?f 
4 li pg ~ & --. “Significant new site canditiun. *’ 

4 Ij Pg. '7 --. “Cansti tctentc,. I’ 

c 
*I- F'g. 10 -- “kccElt?ratedz’ na lcmger apprapriate - IRA and Final 

should be used r 

15. Pg. Il.9 --- Clarificatian of CERCLA/RCRA review prcxesis. 

7. Pg. 13 -- Why Findings af Fact and Determinatiuns sxxzt:i#n? 

8. Pg. 15 -- what daer; EPA intend i--a put into “Scape?” 

9, Pig* 17 -- Why is draft final left out? 

10. Pg. 25 -- What dcrcs “significant” mean. Also ga back ta 
description vice list af sxondary dacuments. 

II. Pg. 28 -- Broach issue that CG does not administer x 13t her 
issues are left to in-houzxz resolution. 

-“- Why deviate from 14 days to 7 days and add extra 
5;entence? 

12. pg. 3 1 -- XII-Is their intent to cover only majcx- 
madificatians? 

13. Pg. 34 -- Why permit clatkse? Get their idea af permit 
prlXZE??35;. Which cx?e~j da we need? What is “c&her 
autharimatian?” 

14.. Pg. ss -- What does “presxznt” mean? Individual ar 
individuals? 

15. Pg. 41 -- Who dc3 they have in mind as being part af Local 
cammun i ty = 

l/j. Pg. 42 -- Can we substitute Navy G!A/BC and ,, if we ga Iwith 
EPA, doses it include changes? 

17. Pg. 43 -- Wa want any party being able tcs request sam!ples. 
-- Clarify “retards. ‘* Is this only the Admin iRecard? 

18, Pg. 45 -- Where did this Ejectian come from regarding the 
taking of non-Marine Corps property? 

19. Pg. 46 -- Why have they deleted clause where they <EPA) will 
assiist in access? 



20 * F’g. 47 -- Bring up a6 a confer-n that S-year review is 
unilateral II 

21 li Pg. 48 -- Last clause? of “c&her claim” - what darrj El% mean? 

33 
.&..Lil Pg. 48 -- bJhy delete EF%/State cclvenants nat tcl SA.M? 

23. pg. 32 -- 1s this typo to exclude page 52? 

24 Ij Pg. 55 -- Nate; that we will 9'3 back t# boilerplate omitting 
"State. IF 

--SE rlci. Pg. 62 -- lrfhat do they mean by "Activities?" 

26. F'ga 64 -- Part c. Why invoking KCRA-permi t-pub1 ir- 
participation skxtion? 

27. F’g* 65 -- What is EF’fA’s intent in Public Cc3mment sectian? 
fie - withdrawal/madi+iration). 

28. Pg. 67 -- Part D - What is an "article of derisian.” 

29 0 Pg. .57-69 -- Recovery af Expensxs - AsC:: NC whether they have 
problem with Habins structure. Pm!:: them i f 
they are aware od DOlDSMOr?. 

2x3 * Pg !A 69 -- Ask EF’A ta clarit’y “Termination.” 


